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J • 
To assess the effects of principal turnover on^ school 
organizational structures and effectiveness at ' elementary and 
s^qondary lev^s, the operations of schools that changed principals 
werV^jpompared to those that retained principals. Studies of 
organizational dynamics *have identified important structural 
, variables that can be applied to school settings, including such 
variables as organizational linkages that affect instruction 
(particularly those among school specialists, principalsf and 
teachers). These studies have also revealed effectiveness indicators, 
including staff percept ion of effectiveness and. job satisfaction and 
student attitudes toward school . h project conducted at 89 schools in 
a midwestern state — 37 schools with new and 52 with continuing 
principals — sampled the opinions of teachers on orgatiizational and 
instructional effectiveness by means of variously derived indexes 
that measured such institutional variables as intensity, of work 
system interdependence, communication,, school discipline, isolation, 
perceived organizational effexrtiveness, and indicators of job 
satisfaction; in addition students responded. to nine items 
describing their attitudes and the school climate. After the scored 
responses were averaged, no evidence was found either that principal 
succession has a significant effect on .structural linkages or that 
succession'^ increases or decreases organizational ef f e^ctiyeness • 
Further research should examine factors maintaining continuity in 
\ structures, possible time-lag effects of turnovers , and the pre- and 
postarrival phases of principal succession. (JW) 
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PRINCIPAL SUCCESSION AND CHANGES IN SCHOOL 

. . ■ ■ ■ • o ■ . ^ 

COUPLING AND EFFECTIVENESS ' • 

In recent years a great deal of interest has been expressed about the. 
effects that principals have on educational programs in their schools.' While 
the- literature on the school principal is volufeinous, it tends to be prescrip- 
tive and ideological rather than descriptive"" anrl empirical (Morris, Crowson, 
Hurwitz, and Porter-Gehrie, 1981), A number of current writers speculate that 
principals play critical roles in determining the levels and quality of 
schobl processes and outcomes. Three sets of quotations &re examples of 
\ recent assertions about principal effects. 

It is clear that no singl^ person is more key to school effectiveness than 
the principal and the deciding factor in determining effectiveness is the 
leadership he or she brings to the school. t.J. Sergiovanni, , 1|81 , p.xvii. 

The commission will help us to persuade our colleagues to pay more ^ 
attention to what research tells us about how to enhance learniT>g, 
T,H. Bell, 1981, p. 2 

■ * s 
"Practices Identified^ in research as effective by the National Institute of' 
Ejj^ucation are: "Strong administrative leadership, especially by the 
principal. . . Unidentified spokesperson for NIE at T.H. Bell's neW:S . 

conference. " ^ 

The behavior of the designated school or program le'ader is crucial In 
determining school success. (D,L. Clark, L. S. Lotto, & M, M. McCarthy, 
p. ^68) , ^ -v,^^ 

Similar quotations have been made by Blumberg and' Greenfj^d (1980), Edmonds 

(1979), and Lipham (1981). 

While it seems reasonable t^ believe that prinApals can make a 

difference. Shoemaker and Frazer (1981:178) concluded from/ their review\Qf the 

literature that none of the studies set out to s\udy the role of principals, 

but that most concluded that principals were clear'^y important in determining 

^ ■ - 

the effectiveness of schools. In fact, some studies cited for principal 

effects (i.e., Wellisch, MacQueen,. Carriere, and Buck) have focused 



on the effect of compensatory educat-xonal programs or other: interventions 

rather than on the effects of principals. Typically, the school effects 

studies report some kind of association — modes€ correlation coefficients or 

phenomenological impressions — that something aboiit the principal pauses 

studiCnt achievement, or other positive school putcoftie^. 

Recent observational s^twdies of principals behavior (i.e., Kmetz and. 

.J ^ ' 

Willower, 1982; Marjiin and Willower, 1981; & Morris, C, Crowson, R. L., 

• <- 

Hurwitzz, E. & Porter-Gehrie, C) cast some doubts on the effects of principals 

■ . V - 

on curricululm and instruction . in "their school^. These studies indicate that 

the role, of principals ii^ characterized by variety, brevity, atid fragmentation 

with little involvement^ in the instructional process^ ^n'^other words, t^he 

t^^avior exhibited by principals does not provide obvious^ support for the 

conventional wisd^ that principals effect student learning through strong 

.instructional leadership. ^ • • 

Surpri.singly few published- studies directly test for principal effects. 

Moreover, Bossert-, Dwyer, Rowan and Lee (1982), Rowan, Dwyer and Bossert. 

(1982) and Rowan, Bossert and Dwyer (1982) observe that both the principal 

effects and effective 'schools research exhibit conceptual and methodological 

h ^ ' ^ . _ ■ 

\ 

weaknesses. Rowan, •Dxsryer and Bossert (1982:2) suggest three standards to 
insure that information on principal effectiveness is useful to the academic 
research and school practitioner communities , T^ese criteria are : 
(a) Descriptions of principals' leadership behavior sh^ld refer to concrete, 
school-based^ acti^vities that principal complete; (b) Measures of school 
.effectiveness should be valid and reliable reflections of the diversity school 
goals; (c) Research concerning leadership effectiveness should be 

0 . ■ ■ 

longitudinal and comprrative. 



Based on these thre^ standards and commonly held ^assuTnptg.oi!is about the 
amount of impact that principals can have on a school leads logically to the 
study of administrator su-ecessioti. When principalships change incumbents, the 
opp.ortijnity exists to assess, the naturally occurring effects of principals 
from a longitudinal perspective. Grusky (1961 : 262) -maintained that succession 
qualifies as a generic organizational ]g,henomenon and the oonsequences" of the 
process vary from situation to situation, .Conventional wisdom holds that 
changing principals will improve sxihool performance. In* contrast. Brown 
(1982:1) argues that becasue qf its descriptive effects, succession will have* 
a negative impact on organizational effectiveness, or that succession 'h^is no 
causal imp^'Ct. Even if succession has limited effects, it provides a 
naturally occurring description that should result in large*r variations in 
organizational com^jonents. Moreover, if there "are conditional relationships, 
Brown 1982:15) posits that it miy ^ 'ii possible to assess realistically the 

* circumstances in which administrator ' change is likely to produce improved 

• ' . ^ » ° 

' per'forma^e. Therefore^ the first purpose af the current study was to assess 

^ ■" , , ■ 

•» • 

the after-effects of principal succession on two sets of important 
organizational variables in schools — coupling and effectiveness.* A second 
purpose is to review, the literature and 'specify some of the major va^riables 
associated with the succession process. 



Theoretical Framework 
' r 

This section consists of seven parts. The literature -on administrator 
succession will be presented *first , followed by discussions of structural 
linkages, leader succesFion and structural linkages, organizational 
effectiveness, leader secession and^fganizational effectiveness, and 
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. . . . . ^ ; ■ ' 

c'ov.ar*-* ates. The last section will state the two hypotheses that guided tTie 

study. ^ r : 

Leader Succgssldn 

Administrative succession is the process by which key officials are 

re|ilaced (Gru'sky, 1961, 261). Changes in leadership can represent ^a psycho- 

5gical impact of a new personal style, a new' definition of the situation, a 

new comipunication network with the environment, 'or /a jolt to the system which 
r ' • 

opens its members' minds (Child and Kieser, 1981), In other words, when 

- \ » K 

members are- recruited, particularly principals, teachers and other 
professional personnel, new bodies of knowledge skills, and behaviors- are 
imported which often serve as sources of new ideas in schools (Baty, Evan, h - 
Rothemel, 1971, 430), . . 

Early investigations of managerial succession focused primarily on the 
rate of succession, length of tenure, and associated organizational factors 
(P^effer and Leblebici , -1973), ,For example, Grusky (1961) and Kriesberg 
(1962) found ^succession in top . executive positions was more frequent in large, 



bureaucratic organizations, but Gordon and Becker (1964) disputed their' 
findings. More recent studies have tended to focus on succession and 
subsequent changes in organizational factors^ A thread that runs throiigh the 
history of the research, i,e., Grusky n96Q : 107) , Birnbaum (1971:133) and 
Brown (J[982:l), is that administrative succession leads to instability and 
conflict which, in turn, should influence organizational processes or linkages 
and perf ormanc^e, . 

Struct\jral Linkages . ; , ♦ , 

.-.^ Mintzberg^'s (1979) fovmulation provides a scheme to classify types of 
• » 

school units which can have informal interactions in 'organizations . He posits 
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that organizations are composed of five parts: strategic apex (i,e,, superin- 
tendent), support staff (i.e., business affairs^ public information), techno-- 
structure (i.e,,* specialists who serve the scliool by affecting the work of 
others), middle line (i.e., principals), and operating core (i.e., teachers). 
•As professional bureaucracies, all, five parts^^^re present in school systems,* 
but the technostructure, middle line, and operating core are most directly 

4 

involved in instructional processes. 

Although analysts in the technostructure are removed from the primary 

work flow, they may design, plan, and change instructional processes "ctr train 

people who do. These specialists are concerned with adaptation to meet envi- 

ronmental changes and standardization to reduce the need for direct supervi- 

* 

sion. In schools tlpe professionals in the technostructure provide a variety 
of services, such as riculum supervisi6n and special education activities, 
that aid teachers to perform their tasks. 

The middle line of schools has authority over ^ the operating core and em- 
bodies the coordinating mechanisTm of direct supervision.. Among €he taany tasks 
that middle-line administrators perform are the development of liaison con- 
tacts and communication of information within their schools. However, the 
most time-consuming roles involve negotiating and handling disturbances. For 

principals this includes working with teachers to resolve issues of student 

a 

discipline . . * ^ • 

\ The operating core of schools consists of teachers who perform the basic 

work of educating students. As professional bureaucracies, schools depend 
more upon standardizing instructional skills, for coordination than direct 
supervision by the middle line. School districts assume that tieacher training/ 
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programs and state certification standards produce .teachers- with adequate^'' 
"teaching cpmpetencies • Once in classrooms, teachers make most of the instruc- 
tional deci^idns, and little supervision is required* ' 

Important indicators of informal structural linkages in schools include : 
for the operating core, work system interdependence among teachers and 
communication among teachers; for the operating, core and middle-line 
administrators, communication between the principal and teachers and 
discipline ^procedures ; and for the" operating core and the techno'structure, 
communication of teachers with' LD specialists and work syfetem interdependence 
of te^achers and LD specialists. Finally, tocher isolation, or the number of 
hours teachers spend in school working independently of other adults, 
indicates how much time the teachers are linked, to students and performing the 
fundamental work of schools, ^ ^ . • 

Leader |)Succession and Stjifuctural Linkages 

After reviewing the literature, Gordon and Rosen (1981) concluded that 
evidence exists for the generaliTzation that replacement of the leader has 
implications for group processes in organizations. Similarly, Meyer (1978) 
posited that the most reasonable, indeed obvious , hypothesis is that change in 
l^eadership is associated with change in organizational configurations and 
processes. Correspondingly, stability in leadership positions accompanies 
organizational stability, Meyer found small but consistent relationships 
betweep. the stability of l*eadership and stability of or^ariizationaJL structures 
and processes. Additional support for the assertion that principal, succession can^ 
impact structural linkages is provided by the reasoning of Hollander . 
. (1978:134-135), When a new principal enters the school, the group composition 
and social patterns will be changed. Empirical support for this reasoning was 
found by Guest (1962;54) and Grusky (1969 : 168) . Moreover, the new principal 
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will bring'new foms of organisation decision and planning' processes and 

. communication practices that will ^Likely modify existing structural linkages-. 

Consequently, support exists for the hypothesis that principal succession ^11 

* 

*have significant effects on the .school tructural coupling, . • •• 

OrganizatioYtal Effectiveness- : ' . , 

" ' A common .'assumption has developed ajnong scholars that organizational ef- 
fectiveness is a multidimensional concept (Steers, 1977; Campbell, 1977; & 
Scott, 1981), Virtually every phase, process, or outcome variable c^ be and 
hai been used. a5 an indicator of effectiveness. For .the present study, three 
concepts vere used as indicators of organizational effectiveness of schools: 
perceived organizational ef fectiveness teacher job satisfaction, and student . 
attitudes tbward school. 

Perceived organizational effectiveness is tYt^ subjective evaluation of a 
school 's productivity,^ adaptability, and f lexirtiiity . Schpoll' pr'bduce a 
variety of products and servic.es in terms of instruction, learning, and extra- 
curricular events. The felative quality, quantity, and efficiency "of produc- 
tion are components of^ organizational ef f ectiveh^ss • ' Mott (1977) conceptual- 
izes adaptability or the ability to change routines into two types. Symbolic 
adaptation involves^ anticipating problems, developing t^imely solutions, and 
staying abreast of new educational processes and equipment. Behavioral 
adaptation is the prpmpt implementation of solutions and the utilization of 
new processes and equipment. .Flexibility, as a~ special type of adaptive 
behavior, is the ability to adjust quickly and -to cope with temporarily 
unpredictable overloads of work.^ Effective schools are perceived to produce 
products and services in greater quantity and better quality?, to Show more 
flexibility, and to exhibit higher adaptability than less effective 
orgianizations. 

' 3 




Job satisfaction is "the pleasurable emotional state resulting from the 

appraisal of one's job as achieving or .. facilitating one's values'' (Locke, 

1969). .Moreover, job satisfaction has changed from being a precursor of 
• » 

performance to a legitimate criterion of organi zational effectiveness. 
Holdaway (1978) concludes that job satisfaction is generally viewed as an 
organizational outcome, not as a determinant. Smith, Kendall, and Hulin 
(1969) believe that improving job satisfaction is a humanitarian value and is 
a legitimate goal in itself. In this investigation, job satisfaction serves 
as a dependent variable and is defined as the overall affective or,ientation 
teachers have toward their work xYl schools. . 

Student attitudes that describe the learning environment represent an 
important indicator of school effectiveness. The concept of student attitudes 
and perceptions of schools is one of the more ambiguous concepts in education. 
Studies of student attitudes exhibit wide ranges of definitions: from aliena- 

m 

tion to identification with scTi'ool, from drop-out t'6' high attendance behavior, 
and from compefcicion to ihdividualism^ In ^he current study, the definition 
developed by Likert (1972) w^a-^ used. Student attitudes are their understand- 
ing of the behavior of teachers anc^ administrators toward them, of certain 
relationships in schools, and of the studsnts' act;ual motivations and f'eelings 
about the school. 

Taken together j the three dependent variables form a perceptual, multi- 

. ^ ^ ■■ ■ • 

dimensional index qf school effectiveness from the perspectives of teachers ' 
and students. The three concepts are consonant with a systems resource frame- 
work as described by Stewart (1976) and Pennings and Goodman (1977) » That^^is,. 
effectiveness is the degree to which an organization, such as a school, can 
preserve the integration among its parts by producing outcomes in exchange 'for 
resources and continued survival. 
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Leader Succession and Organizational Ef f ect'iveness 

Erovm (1982; 1-4) concludes that the literature contains three basic 
hypotheses and explanations for administrator succession and organizational 
performance. The first is that succession should have a positiv'e^ effect on 
effectiveness. Based on the widely held belief or commcn sertse in our society 
about ^the ability of individuals to control organizational outcomes , Brown 
reasons that attributions of leader causation (Pfeffer, 1977) of organiza- 

' tional events are supportive of the idea that administrative change will be a 
positive effect on performance. 

^ The second prediction is that succession creates so much instability that 
organizational effectiveness suffers (Brown, 1954). Gouldner's {1954)' study 
and subsequent observations about the managerial succession in a mining and 
manufacturing firm form th'e basis of this position. He noted that an increase 
tensions and declines in morale and productivity accompanied the new manager. 
Grusky (1960) added credence to the position that succession diminishes 
performance with a review of early case studies of t'he process. However, 
Guest (1962) observed a succession that not only did jiot create instability, 
but significantly improved the unit's productivity. Brown (1982^2) concludes 

' that "the original motivation for the hypothesized links between succession, 
instability, and decreased effectiveness' seems eiipirically thin and 
theoreticallj^ conservative in its attitude toward change." 

The third hypothesis, advanced originally by Gamson and S'cotch (1964), is 
that succession plays no causal role in organizational effectiveness. They 
argued that success is a function of organizational procesf^es such as 
recruiting able personnel and acquiring resources that are beyond ,the control 
first level managers. Consequently, any relationship between succession and 
performance is spurious. Gamson and Scotch proposed that succession should be 
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seen as a scapegoating /c4tual performed during transitory performance slides. 
A shortcoming of th:i)^position is that It is based on managerial changes in 
athletic teams and may not be generalizable to other organizations such as 
schools. 

Brown (1982:3) concludes that the available data do not clearly support 
any of the competing theories. His own findings (1982 : 13--15) support the 
ritual Rcapegoating position advanced by Gamson and Scotch, Yet, Brov^nn 
believes that evidence from comparative studies is most consistent that 
succession leads to a decrease in organizational effectiveness. After 
reviewing the literature, Gordon and Rosen (1981:158) conclude that chief 
executive succession in corporations will have differential effects on 
performance criteria, and the results will be moderated by a variety of 
organizational and environmental variables, Lieberson and O'Connor (1972) 
strongly support Gordon and Rosen. Based on these conclusions that 
instability created by administrator succession leads to differential 
performance, support exists for the hypothesis that principal succession will 
have significant effect's on perceived ^organizational effectiveness, teacher 
job satisfaction, and student *attit\id€s'. 
Covariates ^ , 

Six covariates were included in the study. Each of the variables has 
been related to one or more of the linkage or organizational effectiveness 
indicators in previous research efforts. In a number of investigations, sex 
of the teaching staff, levels of experience and education of teachers, and 
level of school assignment have "been correlated V7ith job satis^f action or per-- 
ceived effectiveness (Holdaway, 1978; Hiskel, Fevurly & Stewart 11^79) . Scott 
(1981:2'35) observes that the meaning of size is far from clear, but its 
importance as a determinant of structural characteristics is i-jell established. 
In fiddition, evidence exists for efftcts of leadership style on changes made 



by the successor (Carlson, 1962; Helmich & Brown, 1972; Hoy & Aho, 1973; Ganz 
and Hoy* 1977), Since these factors could directly or i^^ectly affect the 
criterion variables s theix* ,relative effects were assessed. 
Hypotheses c 

Combining the independent, dependent, and covariate variables produced 
the following two hypotheses that guided the study. 

Hypothesis One , Principal succession will^ have significant main effects 
on the seven structural linkage factors when leadership style and demographic 
factors are controll-ed statistically. 

Hypothesis Tvjo . Principal succession will bave significant main 
effects on the three organizational effectiveness criteria when leadership and 
demographic factors are controlled satistically . 

METHODOLOGY ' _ ' ' 

Sampling and Bat a CKLl^ctiorL Procedures 

Using the school and principal as the ^uiiir&^^f analysis, two criteria were 
used in selecting the sample. First, the experimental gtoup was to be 
comprised ' of schools with new principals for the fall 1980 school yea^r. This 
group was identified from the records of. a state administrator's ass*ociation* 



Second, the control group was to be composed of schools with similar size, 

geographic location, and socio-economic characteristics to the experimental 

• .. ^ 

group, but with continuing principals. * Employing available demographic 
statistics and expert opinions from central office administrators in the 
school districts, 92 schools were identified, and 89 (97%) agreed to, 
participate in the* study. The experimental group of 37 schools included 13 
elementary, 15 junior high, and 17 high schools^. The control group of 52 
schools with principals continuing- in the position was comprised of 20 



13 



erfementary, 15 junior high, and 17 high schools. While the. procedures did not 
ensure a random sample, urban, suburban, and rural schools frbm v^jLde 
geographic areas of a mid-western state were included. 

Most of the data were collected from teachers and students. As part of a 
larger st\i^y, three groups of teachers for each school were chosen from 
faculty rosters using a table of random numbers. 'When the school was large 
enough, eight' teachers were chosen for each group or 24 total. If a school 
had less than ^24^ teachers, the number' for each group was reduced 
proportionately. A total of 1,988 teachers were included in the sample. Us- 
ing an original and two follow-up mailings, 1,697 (85%)" teachers returned the 
measures in the fal^ of 1980. In the spring of 1981, the 1,697 that had par- 
ticipated in the fall were sent the same measure as the one they had completed 
earlier. A total of 41 teachers were no longer in the schools. Of the 1,658 

that remained, 1,442 (87%) returned the instruments." The' overall^ participa- 
. ^ f <■ 

tion level was 73% of the initial sample. \ 

Ten students from each school or &90 were asked to complete an attitude 
measure. Using a standard set of instructions describing how to draw ^ 
appropriate samples, personnel within each school selected the students. In 
secondary schools, language arts teachers made the selections from required 
English classes. In elementary schools, a fifth gVade teacher selected the 
studjents. The teachers were asked to/use a systematic selection procedure by. 



\ 

dividiing the number of students in class by 10 and distributing the measure to 

students based on ^a resultant answer, for example, every third student in a 

\ 

.class of 30. A tota^l of 890 (100%) students participated in each round. 

To reduce the probability of a response set across 'different perceptual . 
instruments, the first group of teachers responded to six of the seven mea- 
sures of structural linkages; the second group'^to'a set of scales not 
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.reported in this study; and the third group responde'd to an indicator of 

' / 

Structural linkages (work system . interdepejmence of teachers with learning 
diiisabilities s'pecialists) and the crit^ion variables of job satisfaction, aind 
perceived organizational ef f ectivepess . Demographic data for education, 
experience, ajad gender were provided by each teacher respondent. Level and. 
size of school were taken fr.om existing records. > ; 

Since the school and principal was the unit of analysis, data were 
aggregated by averaging the teacher and student responses within each school. 

This produced scores "for 17 variables for each ^school: structural linkages, 

" ' ' )■ [ 

3^ effectiveness , and 7 covariates. , 

The data were collected through mail survey procedures. In most' cases ^ 
employees within the districts coorc^inated- data collection efforts. They used 
the district mail system for sending and returning the measures to the 
research assistant in the district. In a few instances the federal mail 
system was used, and the measures were returned directly to the principal 
investigator. » „ . 

Instrumenta1:lon for the Independent Variabl es 

The independent variable was whether the principal was new to the build-t^ 
ing or hot. The principals were divided into two groups based on tenure in 
the school — new and continuing. The principals in the new group were not 
necessarily new to the principalship . - . . 

I 

Structural linkages , Seven short instruments were used to measure struc- 
tural linkages. The first for linkages within the operating core is called 
the intensity of work system interdependence among teachers scale. . Developed 
by Bridges and Hallinan ( 1978 :'28-30) , intensity of work system interdependence 
is defined as the sum of scores for 13 different activities of the staffing 
pattern inventory. . The items deal with interdependencies among teachers in 
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the instructional .process • The measure lists 13 activities, such as lesson 
preparation and use of instructional materials, and asks how frequently 
teachers jointly work together on these items • The response categories ranged 
from 0 to 5+ and were scared 0 to 5, The frequencies were summed to produce a 
possible range of 0-65, with a higher score indicating greater 
interdependence. The developers, reported an alpha coefficient as an estimate 
of reliability of ,95 and presented positive indicators of validity, Miskel, 
Bloom, and McDonald (1982) found an d-'lpha coefficient of ,91 and a test-retest 
coefficient after four weeks of ,74* Alpha coefficients for the current 
sampled were .92 and .90, , In addition, evidence was strong for construct, 
convergent, and predictive validity. 

Ten items from the intensity of work system interdependence am^ng 
teachers scale were adapted to form a measure called the^ intensity of work 

t . ' 

system interdependence between teachers and LD specialists scale. The new 
measure was designed to assess linkages between the operating core and the 
technostruc ture . The directions for \he o/tiginal measure were rewritten as 
follows:, "How often on the average-:-4<ryou jointly engage in each of the * 
following activities with a learning disabilities specialist?" Example items 
were: select instructional materials and select topics to be taught. The 10 
activities were listed, and the teachers responded by writing a number from 0 
to 5+ time^ per month. The responses were added to produce' al* score Jthat could 

i 

range from a low of 0 to a high of 50, The alpha coefficient was .93 for both 

a^a sets. The validity of the measure for cooperative or joint planning 
between *"he operating core and technostructure was supported by the strong 
indicators of validity for the original ' instrument , 

Linkages were also fifea^red by three versions of a communication measure 
refined by Bridges and Hallinan CiS78 : 30) , For each of seven topics (five 
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task-relevant and two task-irrelevant), teachers checked the frequency with - 
which they talk with other teachers: daily, several days a week, once a week, 
once or twice a month, once or twice a semester, and never. The weights as- 
signed sto these six frequency categories approximate the absolute magnitude of 
differences among the c-ategories: daily (5.0), several days'aweek (2,5), 
once a week (1.0), once or^ twice a month (.5), once or twice a semester (.25) > 
and never (0) . The coitounication score is determined by summing the weights 



of the seven items. T^^ theoretical range of scores was 0 (low) to 35 (high 



communication f r^queiicy) . An alpha coefficient of • 88 was reported by Bridges 
and Hallinan (1978:30), In addition to the original- scale, two other measures 
were formed by rewriting the directions to ask for the^f requency with which 
teachers talk with the principal and with a learning disabilities specialist. 
Th'erefore, th:^ee measures of linkages through communication were (a) teacher^" ' 
with teachers, (b) teachers with principal (s) an'd. (c)' regular classroom 
teachers with learning disabilities specialists. The measures assessed the 
linkages within the • operating core, between the operating core and the middle 
line, and between the operating core and the technostructure, respectively. 
In a pilot study the estimates of reliability for t^e first two measures 
(alpha coef f i^ents) were ,79 and .87', respectively. The test^-retest 
coefficients after four weeks were .73 and .55. In the present samples, the 
alphas ranged from .80 to .83. Moreover, the findings indicated construct, 
concurrent ,' and predictive validity for the two measures (Miskel, Bloom & 
McDonald, 1982*^, The communication measure for learning disabilities 
specialists had alpha coefficients for the current samples of .91 and ,97, 

The sixth linkage measure, discipline procedures, asked the teachers to 
describe the student control processes used in the school. Six items deter- 
mined the level of linkage between the teachers in -iihe operating core and the 



principal in the middle line for managing student behavior An example item 
» * 

was: Teachers consult with the principal or assistant principal(s) about stu- 
dent discipline and control. Five extent categories (always, frequently, 
often, occasionally, never) were used for 'each item and were scaled from 4 to 
with a possible range of scores from 0 (low linkages) to 24 (high linkages). 
The alpha coefficients were ,86 for the first set of responses . and .87 for the 
second. ' 

, The final structural linkage measure- was a. single :^tem for teacher isola- 
tion: ^*0f the total hours that you Nspend in school each week, how many hours 

do you work in isolation of other- teachers?" In contfrast to the other more 

- . 

specific measures of structural linkages, this one indicates a general linkage 

- ■ ■ ■ - . . ■ * , ■ • 

of, the operating core to the students** In other words, higher isolation 

scores means that teachers have more opportunities to work directly with 
' ^ . .. , ' . 

students and. to plan instructional activities than lover isolation s<^ores. 

Perceived organizational effectiveness . Mott's (1972:21-24) Index of 
Organizational Effectiveness (lOE) , as. adapted by Miskel and his colleagues 
(1979 1982) , was employed to measure this concept . To develop the i>measure , 
tMott integrated the following components: quantity and :quality of the 
products, efficiency, adaptability, and flexibility. The lOE is nox^ative (it 
attempts to specify things an organization must do to be effective) and Is 
generalizable to all organizations, . • . . 

The original eight items were modified by replacing those words pertain- 
ing to other types of organizations with words indicating an educational set-* 
~~tTngT". For instance, *^school*'~ was substituted for "division. " Example items 
include: "Of the various things produced by the people you know in. your ^ 
school, how muQh are they producing?" "Do^the people in your school get maxi- 
mum output from the available - resources (money, people, equipment, etc.)?" 
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"People in this school do a good job anticipating pjoblems.-" "What proportion 

• ■ ■ • 

of the people in your school readily accept and adjust to>the changes?" Eacli. 
item had a five-category extent scale th^t was* scored from 1 to 5l The possi- 
ble range of scores was 8 (low effectiveness) to 40 (high effectiveness). 

Miskel and his colleagues (1979 & 1982) have found consistently high 
alpha coefficients as indicators>>of internal consistency of around ,90 and a 
test- retest reliability estimate after four weeks of ,48. The alphg, 
coefficients in the current samples were ,86 and ,90 for the first and second 
data collections respectively » Mott (1972) provided extensive indicators of 
validity and reliability. 

Job satisfaction ^ A seven-item measure was used to operationalize ' this 
concept. The scale indirectly probed various inditators of job satisfaction. 
Example items were: "I often think of changing jobs.'* "Most other educators 
are more satisfied with their jobs than I am." The teachers responded using a 
set of five categories from strongly -Sisagre^ to strongly agree. The cate- 
gories were assigned values of 1 to 5, and the' possible range was from 7 (dis- 
satified) to 35 (satisfied). The alpha coefficient was .82 and the ' ^ 
test-retest coefficient after four weeks was' .81 (Miskel, Bloom & McDoanld, 
1982). For the current samples, the alphas equaled .80 and .86, respectively. 
The measure has high face validity, ■ ^ 

Student attitudes . The perceptions of the school by students were as- 
sessed with a measure composed of nine descriptive items. Example items were: 
"Teachers in this school are friendly." "Learning is enjoyable." The stu- 
dents responded using a set of five categories frpin strongly disagree to 
strongly agree. The categories were assigned values of 1 to 5, and the poten- 
tial range was from 9 (negative) to 45 (positive). The alpha coefficents were 

» 

,77 for the responses in round one and ,79 in round two. 
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. Covarx^tes ^ Educational "level of the teachers was scaled 1, 2 or 3 for a 
bachelor's, master's, or doctoral degree, respectively. The experience levels 
of the teachers was measured by the number of ye.ars the teacher had worked in 
the present position. Sex or the female-male composition of staff was deter- 
mined by scaling female as a 1 and male as a 2, The level of the school was 
scaled 1 to 4 for elementary, middle, junior high^ and Senior high, respec- 
tively. Size of the school was defined as the jmmb^f^f students enrolled, in 
^the school. - 

The leadership behavior description questionnaire (LBDQ) as presented by 

Halpin (1966) served as the basig of the leadership style measure. The LBDQ 

- . 

contains two subscales — initiating stipucture and consideration. Initiating 
structure includes any leader behavior that delineates the relationship 
between the leader and subordinates and, at the same time, establishes defined 
patterns of organization, channels of communication, and methods of procedure. 
Consideration includes leader behavior' that indicates friendship , trust, 
warmth, interest, and respect in the relationship between the leader and 
members of the work ^roup. The LBDQ items ask the respondents to describe the 
behavior of the leader on a five-point sqale from always to never. The 
scoring is from four to zero. 

For this study, ^ve consideration and five initiating structure items 
were used. The items were selected, using two criteria. .The first was a hig.h 
relationship to*" the core concept. Meeting t'his criterion was assessed by 
using an .item analysis , of the LBDQ items from an earlier study of princi,jals 

c 

(Miskelj^ 1974). Items correlating with the appropriate scale at .60 or 
greater .were' considered to be highly related to either consideration or 
initiating structure. The two investigators then selected five items for each 
scale that they judged provided the most diverse set of items. An example 
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item for consideration wa's: She/he treats all group members as equalfe. A 

■■ \ • ■ - » • ■ ' 

sample item f(y: initiating structure was: She/he sees to it that the work of 
group mifembers is coordinated. The potential range of scores for each scale 
was 0 (low) to 20 (high). For the first and second response sets the alpha 
coefficients were .75 and .81 for consideration and .87 and ..90 for initiating' 
structure,t tespectively . ExteYisive indicators of validity for the LBDQ have 
been provided by Stogdill (1973). " ♦ - 

RESULTS 

In studies of succession effects, Allen, Fanian, and Lot z (1979:176) 
-observed that a major methodological problem involves the familiar and 
paradoxical regression effect which is common to many longitudinal studies. 
These researchers concluded that the most satisfactory resolution of the 
problem involves a statistical covariance adjustment. 1/ ^ 

The two hypotheses were evaluated using an analysis of covariance pro- 
cedure. The grouping factor was tenure of the principal in the schoul — new 
and continuing. To test for changes in the dependent variables, the parallel 
pretest score was covaried for each analysis. To control for leadership 
effects and for lower-order interaction effects with demographic, factors, co|^~ 

\ 

sideration and initiating structure and the five variables of teacher educar ^ 
tion, experience, school level, and size were used as covariates. 

Summaries are presented in Table 1 of the data analyses for, the two 
hypotheses. No support for the hypotheses was found* Of the ten analyses, 
none exhibited significant effects. Only the t values of 3.71 (p=.06) for 
communication of teacher^ with learning disabilities specialis'&^-appro^a.ched 
the .05 level of sigtiif icance . In fact, 5 of 10 t values were smaller than 
0.10 and only three were larger than 1.00.^ 
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« TABLE 1 about here 



DISCUSSION 

Findings . ^ . ' 

, The lack of -evidence for the hypotheses in this study supports th^ no 

0 ;• • 

effects postulate formulated by Gamson and Scotch (1964), A plausible 
explanation for this Interpretation is provided by Katz and Kahn (1978:,187), , 
They observe , that a primary strength of formal organization is its constancy 
under conditions of persistent^ turnover of personnel. They argue that the 
units of organizations must be linked psychologically , Because organizations 

vcpnsist of patterned and motivated act^ of people, organizations will continue 
to exi%t only so long as the attitudes , beliefs, perceptions, habits, and 

• expectations of individuals evoke the required motivation and behavior, Katz 
and KahA conclude that organizations remain intact only as long as the 
psychological linkages hold, and, yet the intactness and longevity of • 
organizations such as schools is independent of the life-span of any and all 
organizational members. Based on the ideas of Katz and Kahn, principal 



succession fails to make an impact because the strong ' structural and cultural 

\ 

linkages insure a social and spychological continuity • Similarly, Grusky 
(1960: 1*15) believed that .highly bureaucratic organizations are able to 
decrease the disruptive effects 'of succession by standardizing the succession 
proces*s itself. 

As suggested by Lieberson and O'Connor (1972:129) another interpretation 
of thfe findings is that principal succession exhibits a time^-lagged effect. 
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Since the time between the assessments of the dependent variables was only 6-7 
months, it might be argued that not enough time had elapsed for the changes to 
become apparent to the teachers and students • In the current study, however, 
most of the variables appear to bave a temporal quality, i,e., frequency of 
communication and planning, and should show immediate effects, * 

A third interpretation is that the. research study did not include the ' 
most powerful factors in principal succession. In fact, 'the only successio^ 
factor included was whether ..the principa^l was new or continuing. As Charters 
and Jones (1973) have suggested, the study may have assessed as non-event. In 
future studies other factors should be included. 
Factors for Succession Research * ' 

Gordon and Rosen (1981:240-253) propose a succession model ^€o guide 
•research that ±3 based on prearrival and postarrival factors,' An elaborated 
and modified version of their work is presented in Table 2. The factors are 
divided for analytic purposes into a i^et of events that occur before the 
arrival and entrance of the successor principal into the school, and a second 
set of events that occur once the new principal has taken office and begins to 
act. For practical purposes tiiese ' factors are highly interactive and 
interdependent, A third set of factors are listed in Table 2 as indicators of 
succession effects and essentially arc changes in the preatrival and arrival 
factors* Although not discussed ir this paper, each factor and subfactor 
given in Table 2 has a considerabi^ body of literature surrounding it. 
Citations are given in Table 3, however, for each set of factors that detail 
the relationships for possible succession effects. 
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To a large extent, the performance of , a school depends on the individual 
efforts of leaders and principals. Nonetheless, principals are able to 
influence performance in a number of ways. However, many of the options open 
to chief administrative officers of an organization are not open to 
principals. One only has to compare the mandates given to insider and 
outsider superintendents (Carlson, 1961) with the mandates of principals (Ganz- 
and Hoy, 1977; Hoy and Aho, 1973) to understand the limitations placed upon 
new principals. Moreover, the paradox maybe that succession is precipitated 
by inadequate performance, but a change in principals may have only a marginal 
impact on subsequent performance. 
Research Methods 

A variety of empirical approaches to principal succession appear to be 
appropriate, but three longitudinally based methods -particularly recommended. 
Qualitative case studies in a number of diverse settings have provided 
excellent insights about the succession process and organizational leadership. 
Excellent examples include Gouldner (19540, Guest (1962) and Gephart (1978). 
The advantages of the case analysis approach include an examination of 
microsociological processes that include naturally occurring communication 
events, a moveement* beyond formal conceptions of organization to the 
consideration of informal phenomena which reflects the members' meanings and' 
sense-making practices, and, finally, alternative theories of organizational 
succession could be developed by inductive construction of grounded theory 
(Gephart, 1978:555) 

A second approach that exhibits promise "in describing and explaining 
succession effects is actuarial studies, that is, statistical examinations of 

exj.sting data .on managerial turnover and performance. Perhaps the best known 

A . • 

actuarial studies have been made with athletic terms — baseball by 
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Grusky (1963) and Allen, Panian and Lotz (1979) , and basketball by Eitzen and' 
Yetman (1972), However, Lieberson and 0'Connor^^:iT77)*=^^^ from ModHy^g 

Industrial Manual and Moody^s Transportation Manual , and Salancik . and Pfeffer 
(1977)" used expenditure patterns for* 30 cities during the years" i&51-'1968'= to 
examine the influence of changes in leadership on performance. Both studies^ 
suggest that the succession impact accounts for very little variance in the 
perfotmance indicators. In the educational setting good data bases have been 
maintained by state departments of education and school districts wljich could 
be ''used for actuarial studies. Two recent* examples using data from Calif oi;iiia 
are by Rowan (1982) and Ogawa and Hart (1983), While the actuarial approach 
suffers from the lack of ability to account for the participants' intentions 
and perceptions when the change is made, Gordon and Rosen (1981:232) believe 
that this type of research allows investigators to address two important 
questions. What are the characteristics of the leader — alone and in the 
context of a group — which bear on effectiveness? What is the nature and 
impact of structural, higher-level decisions and processes which set the 
limits for leader's actions and influence attempts? Moreover, interaction 
effects, deemed of exceptional importance in studies of principal by Rowan and 
his colleagues (1982), can be assessed. 

The third approach that shox^'s exceptional promise and is represented by 
the current study is naturally occurring field experiments. Additional 

• / > 

examples of this approach are Jackson (1953), Lieberman (1956), and Rosen^: / 

(1970), In contrast to the actuarial studies, these three studies revealfed/ 

< \. 

substantial impacts of the leader succession on the criterion variables, As 
observed by Lieberman (1956:386), field experiments that use longitudinal data 
tend to take advantage of natural changes among personnel in the organization 
to examine a number of factors both before and after the modifications 
occur, , » ' " 
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V^'V ' . Conclusion 



''vj We agree with Gordon and Rosan (1981:"252) that leadership succession 
re'se(3^rch should be substituted for more tradition^al studies of leadership. 
For example, cross-sectional studies of groups and principals during periods 
of relative equilibrium do not revfeal, the full range bf variation and 
complexity in' schools and leadetship. Cordoil and Rosen believe strongly that 
the truly critical phenomena occur before the leader comes on the scene and 
immediately after arrl.-al* They maintain that r't is^during the pre-and 
post-arrival^ phases that old resource allocation decisions are argued again, 
that suppressed ideological divisions over goals and performance are raised 
for reevaluation, ^and that job responsibilities are redefined. It seems 
reasonable to expect that principal effectiveness X\^ill be more visible during 
this relatively unstable periods Moreover, focusing leadership studies during 
periods of change allows situational and personal variables to be considered 
simultaneously from d longitudinal perspective. Finally, a quotation from 
Grusky (1960:115) shows the importance of succession to the field of educa- 
tional administration, "The universality of succession in formal organizations 
and the tendency of the process to promote instability combine to make this 
phenomenon of importance to organization theory." 
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TABLE 1 



•Means, Standard Deviations (SD), and Analysis of Covariance Summaries for the 
Effects of Principal Te^mire on Ten Dependent Variables 







Principal Tenure 






Data 




New ' Continuing 






Collection- 


Mean 


SD Mean SD 


t 


p 


Work System Interdependence Among Teachers 


Fall 
Spring 

Spring' Adjusted 


20.4 
17.2 
16.5 


9.2 19.8 7.9 
9.0 17.8 7.4 

18.2 . ' 


1.54 


.22 


Communication of. Teachers with Teachers 


Fall „ 
Spring 

Spring Adjusted 


11.1 
. 10.4 
10.4 


3.7 ir,4 3.6 

3.8 10.2- • 3.2 
10.2 


.07 


.80 


. Discipline Procedures 


Fall . • 
Spring 

Spring Adjusted 


15.9 
14.2 
13.8 


2.6 15.0 2.9 
3.6 13.6 3.7 
13.9 


.10 


.76 


Communication of Teachers with Principals 


Fall 
Spring 

Spring Adjusted 


4^4 
4^.0 
3.7 


1.8 3.4 1.2 

1.6 3.5 1.4 
3.7 


.00 


.99 


Work System Interdependence Between Teachers 
and Learning Disabilities Specialists 


Fall 
Spring 

Spring' Adjusted 


6.4 
6.1 
e.7 


"6.4 '7.3 5.9 
'7.1 7.1 6.8 
6.7 


.00. 


.95 
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TABLE 1 (Continued)' 

0 



Means, Standard Deviations (SD) , and Analysis of Covariance Summaries fof the 
Effects of Principal Tenure ort Teh Dependent Variables 





Principal Tenure 






Data 


'New . Continuing 






Collection 


Mean SD . Mean ^ SD 


f 


P 


Communication 


<"' 

of Teachers with Learning Disabilities 


Specialists 




Fall " • 
Spring • 

Spring Adjusted 


■ ^ — i — ■ 

4.5 3.2 3,8 2 
2.9 ''2.3 ' 3.4 2 

2.6 . 3.6 


2 ' 3.71 

4 . 


.06 



Teacher Isolatic i 



Fall 
Spring 

Spring Adjusted 



26. 1 
27.8 
27.7 



7.3 
7.6 



25.8 
25.7 
25.8 



6.7 
7.6 



1.33 



.25 



Perceived Organizational Effectiveness 
' ■ — : — T5 



Fall 
Spring 

Spring Adjusted 



29.4 
29.0 
28.6 



3.0 
3.2 



29.2 
28.2 
28.5 



3.1 
4.9 



,02 



.88 



Teacher Job Satisfaction 



Fall 
Spring 

Spring Adjusted 



,23.8 
23.8 
23.8 



3.2 
2.8 



24.1 
23.1 
23.2 



.2.5 
4.3 



,62 



.43 



S^tudent Attitudes 



Fall 
Spring 

Spring Adjusted 



33.8 
33.3 
33.3 



2.3 
2.7 



34.5 
32.3 
32.3 



2.5 
7.0 



,55 



,46 
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Table 2 

Factors to Consider when Designing Studies of Principal Succesion 

PREARRIVAL FACTORS 



Reason for 
Succession 

Death 
Retirement 
Termination 
Relocation 
-Promotion 
-Lateral 
Transfer 



Selection 
Process 

Participants 

Sponsors 

Outside 
Agencies 

Source 
-Insider 
-Outsider 

Frequency 



Reputations 
of Leaders 



Orientations 
, of Leaders 



.Change Agent Career Goals 

Instructional Instruction 

Leader Extra Curricular 
Extra 'Curricular Conmiunit}^ 

Leader Students 

Competence Teachers 

Leadership Predecessor 
S tyle Departure 



Mandate 



Change 
-Personnel 
-Structure 
-Program 

-Responsibilities 
Special Conditions 
Meaning of ^ 

Succession 



ARRIVAL FACTORS 



DjLgtrict , 
Size 

Administrative 

Intensity 
SES 



School 



Organization 

Hierarchy 
Formalization 
Complexity 
Technology 



Size, , 
Administrative 

Intensity 
SES 



Program 



Instructional 
Extra Curricular 
.Special 
History of 
Innovation 



Personnel 

. Age 
Race 
Sex 

Education 

Experience 

Maturity 

Succesisor ' s 
Actions 

Behavior 
Use of Power 
and Influence 



Culture 
Values 

Expectations 
Climate' 
Conflict 
Attitudes 



C ommun i c a t i on 

Frequency. 

Content 

Network 



Community 
Environment 

Parental 

Expectations 
Conf lictual- 
Issues 



Additional 
Indicators 

Achievement 
Satisfaction 
Turnover Rates 
Absenteeism 



INDICATORS OF SUCCESSION EFFECTS 



Changes in 
Prearrival Factors 

Reputation of Successor 
Orientation of Successor 



Changes in Arrival Factors 



School Administrative Intensity 

Personnel Factors 

Culture 

Communication 

Organization 



Programs 

Actions-Reaction 
Community 

Environment 
Oth^ Indicators 



ERLC 
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Table 3 

Selected. Citations for Succession Factors 



Reason for Succession 

Allen, Fanian, and Lotz, 1979 
Gephart, 1978 
Grusky, .1960 

Selection Process 

Baty, Evan and Rothermel, 1971 

Birnbaum, 1971 , 

Carlson,. 1961 

Ganz and ^Hoy,- 1977. 

Gordon and Rosen, 1981 

Guest, 1962 

Helmich, 1977 

Hoy , and' Aho, 1973 

Reputations of Leaders , 

Gordon and Rosen, L931 
Guest, 1962 
Helmich, 1977 

Pfeffer and Leblebici., 1972 
Rosen, 1969 

Orientations o£ Leaders 



Culture 



BirnbaWj 1971 

Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan and 

Lee, 1982 
•Gephart, 1978 
Gordon and Rosen, 1981 

Mandate ^ 

Gordon and Rosen, 1981 
Grusky, 1960, 1969. 
Guest, 1962 
Helmich, 1977 

District and School 
Brown, 1982 
Freeman, 1979 
Gordon and Becker, 1964 
Grusky, 1961 
Kriesberg, 1962 
Perruci and Mannweiler, 1958 
Pfeffer and Leblecici, .1972 

Personnel 

Gordon and Rosen, 1981 

Pfeffer, 1982, 1983 

Rowan, Dxjryer and Bossert, 1982 



Brookover and others, 1978 
Hellrie^el and Slocum, 1974 
Jackson, 1953 

Communication 

Baty, Evan and Rothermel, 1971 
Cusick, 1981 
Gordon and Rosen, 1981.^ 
Guest . 1962 

Organization 

Freeman, 1979 
Gordon and Rosen, 1981 
Gouldner, 1954 
Grusky, 1960 
Helmich, 1977 

Lieberson and O'Connor,- 1972 
Meyer, *1978 

Perruci and Mannweiler, 1958 



Program / 

Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan and 

Lee, 1982 
Pfeffer, 1982 

• « 

Successor's Auctions 

Gordon and Rosen, 19S1 ^ 
Schneider, 1983 

Communicy Environment 

Lieberson and O'Connor, 1972 
' 'rieyer, 1978 
Pfeffer and Leblebici, 1972 

Additional Factors 



Hoy and Miskel, 1982 
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